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August 11, 1995

Mr. Walter E. Schmitt
3913 Baltimore Street
Kensington, MD 20895

RE: Public hearing on 7/26/95 on 3920 Baltimore Street

Dear Mr. Schmitt:

Thank you for your letter of July 30, 1995, with your comments about the 7/26/95
hearing of the HPC. I am concerned that you were upset by some comments that were made
at the public hearing. The HPC provides a public forum for comments and discussion on
projects, such as Sterling Mehring’s proposal, and permits an exchange of views and ideas in
a public meeting. The basis of the HPC decisions is the Montgomery County Ordinance,
Chapter 24A of the County Code, which recognizes that Historic Preservation zoning has
been adopted by the County for the public benefit. I am enclosing a copy of this ordinance
for your use. This, of course, provides the framework for the HPC meeting which you
attended, and I will do my best to answer your questions about the actions of the HPC at that
meeting.

~ In the exchange of ideas in a public forum, someone may say remarks that another
considers inappropriate but the dictates of due process considerations permit such an
exchange. It did not occur that evening, but on some occasions we have had to interrupt or
cut off a speaker who was making clearly derogatory or demeaning slurs about a person.
This type of speech cannot be tolerated. We apologize for any remarks made by a member
of the Commission that you felt to be insulting or demeaning although I am sure they were
not meant nor directed at you personally.

As you are aware from the statements made by the Commissioners at the hearing, the
HPC is not in favor of continued development of the individual lots with 50’ road frontage
on Baltimore Street. The comments that were made at the hearing were not directed at you
or your family and were not meant to show disrespect for you or your family. The
comments were based on an architectural assessment of the environmental setting of the
Kensington Historic District as it appears specifically on Baltimore Street.

The HPC indicated that such development on individual 50’ lots is inconsistent with
the garden setting which makes Baltimore Street and the Kensington Historic District such a
special place. The garden area/open space is reduced when new structures are built, and the
HPC is charged with the responsibility of assessing the impact of proposed construction on
the overall district. As you know, this responsibility is taken seriously, and proposed
changes and alterations will continue to receive the highest level of scrutiny both for the
immediate impact of any specific project, as well as the precedence which is set for future
construction proposals. '



The HPC is charged with the responsibility to maintain the character of the Master
Plan sites around the county, and the Commissioners often find themselves taking unpopular
stands during the normal course of business. With regard to the Day Care Center which is
located adjacent to your rear property line, the HPC reviewed the physical changes which
were proposed at this site, and approved a project which they felt would minimize any
adverse effects on the District. Please remember that the HPC does not review use of a
property, but only proposed alterations at a site. Use of a site is a zoning decision which is
beyond the jurisdiction of the HPC. Therefore, the HPC did not have a say in the decision
of whether or not a day care center should go in at the property. For future reference, the
term "infill" is a word of art that is used to describe houses built in a historic district after
designation by the county as a historic district.

Please know that the HPC is concerned that citizens treat the hearings as an
opportunity for a fair hearing and not an opportunity for "grand standing." If Mr. Mehring
chooses to return to the HPC with a revised proposal, it is possible that the home in which
you live may be discussed as an example of the potential for increased density on this street.
Please know that any comments which you have heard in the past, and which you may hear
in the future are not personal comments about you and your family. Your home stands as a
non-contributing resource in a remarkably intact historic district. It is this Historic District
which the HPC is charged with the duty of maintaining.

Sincerely,

A e

Walter S. Booth
Chairman
Historic Preservation Commission
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Address: Lot 25, 3920 Baltimore Avenue Meeting Date: 7/26/95
Resource: Kensington Historic District (31/6) Review: PRELIMINARY
CONSULTATION

Case Number: Not applicable Tax Credit: No

Public Notice: 7/12/95 - Report Date: 7/19/95

Applicant: R. Sterling Mehring Staff: Robin D. Ziek

PROPOSAL: New single family dwelling RECOMMEND: Do not
proceed to
HAWP

BA ND

The Kensington Historic District was established in July, 1986 when the County

Council adopted an amendment to the Montgomery County Master Plan for Historic
Preservation. As stated in the Amendment (p.2),

"The district is architecturally significant as a collection
of late 19th and early 20th century houses exhibiting a
variety of architectural styles popular during the
Victorian period including Queen Anne, Shingle,
Eastlake and Colonial Revival. The houses share a
uniformity of scale, set backs and construction materials
that contribute to the cohesiveness of the district’s
streetscapes. This uniformity, coupled with the dominant
design inherent in Warner’s original plan of subdivision,
conveys a strong sense of both time and place, that of a
Victorian garden suburb.”

The purpbse of the designation and the role of the HPC is clearly described in the
Introduction to the Amendment (p.1):

"Once designated on the Master Plan for Historic
Preservation, any substantial changes to the exterior of a
resource or its environmental setting must be reviewed - -
by the Historic Preservation Commission and a historic
area work permit issued. The Ordinance also empowers
the County’s Department of Environmental Protection
and the Historic Preservation Commission to prevent the
demolition of historic buildings through neglect.

It is the intent of the Master Plan and Ordinance
to provide a system for eva.luaung protecting and
enhancing Montgomery County’s heritage for the benefit
of present and future residents. The accompanying
challenge is to weave protection of this heritage into the -
County’s planning program so as to maximize
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follows:

-

community support for preservation and minimize
infringement on private property rights.”

The town of Kensington began as a small
crossroads settlement along the Bladensburg Turnpike, an
early market road between the County’s major
north/south route, Old Georgetown Road, and the port of
Bladensburg on the Anacostia River in Prince George’s
County. When the B&O Railroad was built in 1873, the
crossroads settlement became known as Knowles Station,
named after the major land holding family in the area.

By 1890 Knowles Station had developed into a
village of several hundred people, most of whom were
living north of the railroad. In that year, Washington
financier, Brainard H. Warner, purchased and subdivided
property to the south and southwest of the railroad,
naming the area Kensington Park after the famous
London suburb. The subdivision was designed in the
Victorian manner with ample sized lots and a curvilinear
strect pattern.

Warner established his own summer residence and
invited his friends to join him in this park-like setting
away from the heat and congestion of Washington. It is
this concentration of Victorian period, residential
structures located in the center of the town which
constitutes the core of the historic district.

PROJECT PROPOSAL

e bt e

A brief synopsis of the history of Kensington as presented in the adopted amendment

The proposal before you is to build a single-family dwelling of 2970 s.f. (footprint @
1485 s.f.) on a single lot measuring 50’ x 172.5’. This is considered "in-fill" housing and
staff will discuss below the implications of such construction at this site.

i ription

Lot 25, Block 11 is currently part of a grouping of three lots (25, 26, 27) which
provide the environmental setting for the House at 3920 Baltimore Street, and constitutes the
west side yard for this house; Lot 27 provides the east side yard. Each of the three lots
measures 50° x 172.5" (8,625 s.f.). The driveway is located on Lot 25, and leads to an
original "auto house" which is clad in wood shingles similar to those on the house. The
original doors are stored inside the garage, and the building has shifted off of its foundations
and is need of maintenance work. The lot is relatively flat, and gently rises from the street to

the rear yard area. There are some shrubs on this property, and trees to the rear.

The house at 3920 Baltimore Street has been identified as a Primary Resource (1910-
1930) in the Master Plan. It is a centered gable I-House with a rear ell, and several additions
to the rear and east side. There is some evidence that the house may actually be of an earlier
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date than 1910, such as the use of fishscale shingles in the side gables as original cladding
(evident on the west gable end where the wood shingles are failing). Staff will look into the
construction date further, but clearly there is no question that this resource is a Primary
Resource within the Kensington Historic District.

Site Location with the Historic Distri

The dwelling at 3920 Baltimore Street sits on Lot 26 between its flanking side lots.
which provide a garden setting for the house. With three exceptions (3913, 3941 and 3948
Baltimore Street), all of the other houses on Baltimore Street in this portion between -
Connecticut and Prospect are Primary Resources dating to 1880-1930.

3920 Baltimore Street is flanked by two large homes sitting on multiple lots. The
home to the east, 3914 Baltimore Street, 1s a Queen Anne Cottage (Primary Resource 1880-
1910) sitting on three lots. The house to the west at 3924 Baltimore Street is a large Georgian
Revival Cottage (1880-1910) with a hipped roof, sitting on two lots.

The streetscape on Baltimore Street was established with a building pattern where the
earliest purchasers typically bought 2 or more platted lots and built only one dwelling on the
property (1880-1910). The earliest homes are typically either the Queen Anne style - large
homes of irregular shape - or the Georgian Revival Cottage style - large symmetrical homes
with hipped roofs. These individual homes sit within a generous landscape where neighbors
are close by, but are not typically on adjacent lots. The suburban setting was landscaped,
treed, and spacious in contrast to the urban development of Washington, D.C.

The next period of development on this street (1910-1930) included the development of
three Colonial Revival style homes on lots purchased from existing homeowners. These

dwellings are characterized by their modest scale, massing, and size in contrast with the
earlier constructed dwellings.

Finally, there are two recently constructed buildings in this block - 3913 and 3948
Baltimore Street. The proposal for 3948 Baltimore Street came before the HPC prior to the
actual date that the designation of the Historic District took effect, and was considered solely
from the perspective of "substantial alteration.” This level of review is not comparable to the
review which is given to any proposals within an established historic district, and does not
provide guidance in terms of precedence.

The project at 3913 was approved by the HPC in August 1987, and is of concem to
staff as a possible precedence for in-fill construction in the Historic District. However, staff
feels that this new construction illustrates the potential concerns with in-fill construction, and
illustrates the potential for the loss of the environmental setting for the historic district as a
whole, and for individual resources within the district on their own.

The map on Circle 7 provides a quick reference to the pattern of development which
led to the existing conditions on Baltimore Street today. There are twenty buildings on
Baltimore Street between Connecticut Avenue and Prospect Street, and thirty-four platted lots.
The lots are of varying sizes because of the curving street plan. Therefore, the 20 lots which
are located in the straight section of Baltimore Street were platted at 50° x'172.5. The
individual lots in the curving section of Baltimore are trapizoidal in shape measuring
approximately 70" at the street and ca. 5O’ at the street edge. Therefore, the lots have

differing square footage.



The development pattern generally shows that houses in the straight portion of
Baltimore Street occurred on multiple lots, while houses within the curving portion of the
street, where the individual lots have more square footage, appear sometimes on single lots
and sometimes on multiple lots.

The pattern of openness in this community has also been expressed by an evaluation of
the distances between houses, which is presented in the 1992 study Vision Q¥ Kensington: A
Long-Range Preservation Plan prepared by Traceries and PMA Associates, figure 34 (See
Circle 8). The pattern for the entire historic district is illustrated by the evaluation of front
yard setback and building separation for Block #11 which includes the south side of Baltimore
Street (where 3920 Baltimore is located) and the north side of Prospect Street. In this
particular evaluation, the average distance between buildings is 87.3’, ranging from 40’ to
170’. This block illustrates the point that the overall character of the streetscape is established
through a building pattern in the Kensington Historic District which is achieved through a
combination of large setback (typically 40') and open space created by the distance between
buildings. The intervening open space provides the garden setting for the entire district, as
well as views across yards which provides the opportunity for long views through the
community; this helps to tie the different blocks together.

The existing development of the Kensington Historic District can also be characterized
by the percentage of lot coverage. As presented in ‘the 1992 study Vision of Kensington: A
Long-Range Preservation Plan prepared by Traceries and PMA Associates, table on page 47
(Circle 9), the average lot is .42 acres (18,295 s.f.) and the average lot coverage is 9%.
The proposed development is on a lot size of only 8,625 s.f. or 47% of the average lot size.
The new construction would have a lot coverage of 20.3%, or 2.25 times the average lot
coverage.

PROQJECT D RIPTION

The applicant proposes to build a two-story single-family dwelling on Lot 25. The
applicant proposes the removal of the existing driveway and garage, and the construction of a
new driveway to be shared by the new house on Lot 25 and the existing house on Lot 26.

The house which is being proposed has a footprint of approximately 1485 s.f. and would be a
total of 2970 s.f. A single-car garage is also proposed for the rear with a footprint of 264 s.f.
The total lot coverage would be 20.3%.

The new house would be set 48 back from the street, with a side setback of 10’ on the
west side, and 12.4’ from the east boundary. The proposed house would be approximately
22.4° from the house on Lot 26, and approximately 15°-20" from the house at 3924 Baltimore
Street. -

The proposed new house is in a "neo-style”, which includes an irregular massing which
is reminiscent of the Victorian Queen Anne houses, but has gable detailing and trim which is
more reminiscent of the Colonial Revival style. The proposed structure would utilize a steep
roof pitch and windows with 4/1 light. The garage is proposed in the same neo-styling. The
applicant has indicated that this particular house design was drawn up for another location and
is proposed for this site as well.

TAFE DI ION

Staff has some concerns with various aspects of this proposal, which include:
encroachment on environmental setting of the Historic District and the individual resources
within the district, the proposed demolition of a historic outbuilding, and the incompatibility of
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the proposed development with existing patterns of development This includes the loss of
open space, the proposed percentage of lot coverage, and the proposed use of a 19th century
style of architecture in the 20th century when there is a pattern of development in the 20th
century which is part of the historic district development.

In the determination of environmental setting for an individual site, the HPC considers
boundaries of a sufficient size which will provide the maintenance of the historic setting. Ina
rural site, such as a farm complex, for example, the environmental setting may be set at
several acres to achieve the historic feeling. The determination of the boundares of a
suburban historic district is the equivalent of the environmental setting for an individual site.
The boundaries are chosen to encompass the historic resources in their individual
environmental settings which provide the sense and feel of a "district”. In other words, the
district is an accumulation of individual sites, none of which need to have "individual
dlstmctlon provided that the grouping achieves significance as a whole within its historic
context.” (page 5 of B__u_l@n_ #15.) The basic 1mportance of a district is the fact that it is a

"unified entity, even if it is often composed of a wide variety of resources.” (page 5 of

Bulletin #15.)

The studies on Kensington which quantiﬁed open space, lot coverage, existing rhythm
of development all provide measurable ways to evaluate the effect of proposed changes and
alterations to the historic district.

The issue of environmental setting is central to the designation of any historic site or
district because it is key in the retention of integrity of the district. It may be helpful to quote
from the National Register Bulletin #15, page 46 which discusses the evaluation of integrity of
historic districts:

"For a district to retain integrity as a whole, the
majority of the components that make up the district’s
historic character mnst possess integrity even if they are
individually undistinguished. In addition, the
relationships among the district’s components must be
substantially unchanged since the period of significance.

When evaluating the impact of intrusions upon the
district’s integrity, take into considerations the relative
number, size, scale, design, and location of the
components that do not contribute to the significance. A
district is not eligible if it contains so many alterations
or new intrusions that it no longer conveys the sense
of a historic environment.

A component of a district cannot contribute to the
significance if:

o if has been substantially altered since the:
period of the district’s significance or

o it does not share the historic associations of the
district.”

Further assistance in staff’s evaluation of this proposal is provided by the National
Register Bulletin #30 which provides guidelines for the evaluation of rural historic landscapes.

R
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While Kensington is clearly a suburban rather than rural historic district, the description on
page 23 of Bulletin #30 concerning threats to integrity is helpful:

"Integrity may also be lost due to the cumulative
effect of relocated and lost historic buildings and
structures, interruptions in the natural succession of
vegetation, and the disappearance of small-scale
features that defined historic land uses.”

In the case of this particular proposal, several elements within the historic district of
Kensington are proposed for demolition: the open space, the relationship of adjacent homes to
each other and to the landscape, and the historic outbuilding or "auto house".

The small garage was an important element in all of the suburbs around Washington.
While Kensington first developed around the railroad mode of transportation, the suburban
development around Washington really expanded dramatically with the introduction of the low-
cost automobile. At that point, every house added an "auto house", which is best illustrated in
the Sanbomne insurance maps. This particular garage may have been added after the
construction of the original house at 3920 Baltimore Street, but is clearly a historic outbuilding
which provides physical evidence of the historic development of Kensington. There are
several small garages of this scale still in Kensington, but a brief survey of Baltimore Street
illustrates that many of these key outbuildings have already been lost.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the HPC find that the proposed new construction within the
Kensington Historic District would be detrimental to the integrity of the Historic District. The
proposal would not be compatible with the existing patterns of development including rhythm
of building to open space, or the environmental setting of the District. This is based on the
fact that the proposed new construction would substantially exceed existing average lot
coverage, would be substantially below existing average distances between dwellings, that this
represents a cumulative loss of integrity for the Historic District as a whole through the above
non-conformace with existing development patterns and with the demolition of an existing
historic outbuilding.

Staff acknowledges that the seller is willing to forego development on Lot 27 if the
construction on Lot 25 is permitted. However, staff recommends that diminution to the
Historic District as a whole would be threatened by the incompatible development on Lot 25
which is not addressed by the easement proposal for Lot 27.
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Relationships of Front Yard Setback and Building Separation

The front yard "setback” is the distance a building is set away or back from the property line on
the street or road which it fronts. The front yard setback determines how prominent a building
is in the streetscape of a community. When many buildings are involved, a pattern can be
established which helps to define the character of the streetscape through the width of
sidewalks, the amount of green space (lawn or vegetation area) between street and building, the
apparent scale of the buildings in relation to pedestrians, and other subtle qualities of the

" community. In combination with setbacks, building separation distances establish the openness
or visual porosity of the streetscape. Buildings which are separated allow for view and
landscape elements in the interstitial space. These relationships are illustrated in the map titled
Kensington Historic District Vacant Land and n_Space(Figure 34).

Building Separation

Distance — S0 85 120 80 Average Building

T  Setback Line,

e

_ Pattemn of Building Setbacks and Separation Distances for Block #11

Vision of Kensington: A Long Range Preservation Plan/Page 48




Lot Coverage Patterns ‘

Lot coverage is the ratio of the building footprint area to the overall lot area, and it reflects the
density of development on a given parcel of land. Lot coverage was identified using planimeter
take-offs of the building footprint area from the County's topography maps and compared with
lot areas to determine percent of coverage as given in the table Kensington Historic District Lot
Characteristics. Analysis of lot coverage in Kensington reveals that the density of development .
is greater for the overall district than in the areas where the primary resources are located.

This is related to the inclusion of the commercial district for the calculation, as well as the use
of fewer lots per dwelling for post-1930s’ construction. The lower lot coverage figures for
primary resources reflects the pattern of using multiple lots for the older primary resource

dwellings.

Kensington Historic District Lot Characteristics

m

Category Entwe Dwstnct All Primary Resource 1890 - 1910 Proparties
Properties
S RV Hhisle U S ——
Lot Area Maximum 3.3 acres 3.3 acres 3.3 acres
Average 0.40 acres 0.38 acres -0.42 acres
Minimum 0.15 acres 0.15 acres 0.18 acres
Lot Maximum 25% 25% 25%
Coverage
g Average 15% 10% 9%
Minimum 5% 5% 5%
I B T —
_* -
Front Yard Maximum 65 ft 65 ft 65 ft
Setback i
Average 33 ft 35t 38 f
Minimum 0 ft 201 20 f1 |
___________________-___——-—————-——-——l—————————-————————i——————
Building Maximum 170 ft 170 ft 170 ft
Separation .
Average 40 ft 55 ft 75 ft
Minimum 15 ft 20 fr 50 ft

Vision of Kensington

A Long Range Preservation Plan/Page 47
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3922 BALTIMORE ST., KENoINGTON (

Cover Letter Wednesday, July 05, 1995

Historic Preservation Commission
c/o Gwen Marcus

8787 Georgia Ave

Silver Spring, Md. 20910

Dear Commissioners:

I am requesting an opportunity to discuss our proposed project in the Kensington Historic District
and to seek your guidance prior to formally applying for Historic Area Work Permit. I understand
the next meeting I can participate in will be July 26, 1995.

It is my intention to build a house that will be a compliment to the street. I have sought to do this by
studying the features and characteristics of the existing houses in the District. Ms. Marcus has
supplied me helpful information on precedent architecture in Kensington. I feel the plans I am
submitting for your comment is a sensitive response what is most frequently found when you look at

existing architectural styles, roof form, building material, symmetrical and directional expression, and
important exterior features.

I understand that style and features of new construction is not the only issue that may be of concern
- to the Commission. I recognize the appearance of this house should not try to overpower its
neighbors. Therefore the body of this house is only 26’ wide at the front, it is 30’ wide including the
porch. To further reduce the prominence of this house my plan is to hold the house well back from
the established setback of the existing homes on the street.

Another issue, but one where sensitivity and good intentions can do little to mitigate, is that of
development of vacant lots in the district. I recognize there is a desire to maintain the spacing
between resource properties, even when these spaces are made up of valuable, approved, and
recorded lots that conform to existing zoning laws. There is, of course, established precedent for
H.P.C. approval of developments like mine, 3913 (lot 6 bk10) and 3948 Baltimore St. (lot 16 bk11)
both in 1987. I would like to state two points where the H.P.C. and the community may find it
serves the long term interests of preservation to approve my plan.

1) If an acceptable plan is approved for a house of no less than 2600 SF the current owner of
record of lots 25, 26, & 27 will sign for recordation a covenant or easement benefiting the H.P.C.
that will perpetually prohibit the development or separation of lot 27.

2) The seller of lot 25 is selling this valuable property in order to raise funds needed to finish
the restoration of the resource property at 3920 Baltimore St which could use the investment.

[ look forward to meeting with you the 26th of July.

With Warm Regards,

R. Sterling Mehnng
301-585-2600

S e -
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3922 BALTIMORE ST., KENSINGTON

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

We will be requesting a HAWP for:

1) Removing the existing driveway and a 12’ wxde structure which is descnbed asa .
garage or shed.

The existing condition is highly deteriorated and is probably beyond repair.

Specifically, the bottom plates on the front wall, the front east side wall, and the rear west

side wall are off the footing and progressively collapsing. The roof is leaking and sagging.

There is severe damage from rot or termites in the It does appear to be original or

significant

2) To build a Single Family Residence on lot 25 Block 11 Kensington Park according
to the attached plans (delivered to you 3/32:1 scale).

Elevation #1

2645 SF, 4 Bedroom 2 & 1/2 Baths

1 Car Detached Garage, with 14’ shared driveway with 3920 Baltxmore St.

Porch Roof - Standing seam tin roof

Windows - 2 over 1 or 4 over 1, true divided light, wood sashes

Frequent use of doubled windows

Siding - painted clapboards - “Omniwood” A processed product I prefer over wood
siding for its superior paint holding characteristics. Wood comer boards

Shutters - mounted on operable hinges.

Half light door with side lights

CHANGES NOT YET INCORPERATED INTO THE PLANS

Delete Wood Boxed Column, Now Turned porch posts - Tuscan

Side and rear porch to be narrowed 18" to make an overall width of 30’ in the rear.
Plan as shown will be reversed to allow porches to face driveway

R. STERLING MEHRING

2505 FOREST GLEN RD.
SILVER SPRING, MD. 20910
301-585-2600/ fax 301-608-2527
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MONTGOMERY DEVELOPMENT PARTNERS

Sterling Mehring

2505 Forest Glen Rd.
Silver Spring, MD

20910
Phone [301; 585 - 2600
Fax. 301) 608 - 2527

PROJECT

Lot 25 Block 1!

Kensington, 33 A-11
3922 Baltimore Street
Kensinglon, Maryland
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3922 BALTIMORE ST., KENSINGTON
ADJOINERS LIST

Legal Description Address

Lots 28,29,30 Block 11 Craig and Pat Reynolds 3914 Baltimore St.
: Kensington, Md. 20895

Lot 6 Block 10 Walter E. Schmitt & 3913 Baltimore St.
Kathryn D. Hoyle Kensington, Md. 20895

Lots 7& 8 Block 10 . James and Barbara Wagner 3915 Baltimore St.

Kensington, Md. 20895 |
Lots 9 & P10 Block 10 Seaborn and J. W. McCrory 3919 Baltimore St.
Kensington, Md. 20895

Lots 26, 27 Block 11 Jeanie L. Ahearn 3920 Baltimore St.
" Kensington, Md. 20895

Lots P10, 11, 12 Block 10  Thomas F. and M.J. Fisher 3923 Baltimore St.
Kensington, Md. 20895
Lots 23 & 24 Block 11 John H. and J.B. Lossing 3924 Baltimore St.
_ Kensington, Md. 20895
Lots 6 & 7 Block 11 Lawrence . and M.M. Ott 3911 Prospect St.
Kensington, Md. 20895
Lots 8,9, P10 Block 11 John H. and V.G. O’Neill 3915 Prospect St.
Kensington, Md. 20895

Lots P10, 11, 12 Block 11 Charles C. and H.C. Wilkes 3923 Prospect St.
Kensington, Md. 20895
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3922 BALTIMORE ST .. KENSINGTON
PHOTOS - Lot 25

Lot From Streer

View from Lot




3922 BALTIMORE ST.. KENSINGTON

PHOTOS - Lot 25

Front of Lot-Looking West
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3922 BALTIMORE ST . KENSINGTON
PHOTOS - garage
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3922 BALTIMORE ST.. KENSINGTON

PHOTOS - 3920 Baltimore St.

House From
Front of Lot 25

House From
Lot 25
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3922 BALTIMORE ST.. KENSINGTON

PHOTOS - 3920 Baltimore St.

Eront View

House From
Lot 27
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Address: Lot 25, 3920 Baltimore Avenue Meeting Date: 7/26/95
Resource: Kensington Historic District (31/6) Review; PRELIMINARY
CONSULTATION
Case Number: Not applicable Tax Credit: No
Public Notice: 7/12/95 Report Date: 7/19/95
Applicant: R. Sterling Mehring Staff: Robin D. Ziek
PROPOSAL: New single family dwelling RECOMMEND: Do not
_ proceed to
HAWP

BACKGROUND

The Kensington Historic District was established in July, 1986 when the County

Council adopted an amendment to the Montgomery County Master Plan for Historic

Preservation. As stated in the Amendment (p.2),

"The district is architecturally significant as a collection
of late 19th and early 20th century houses exhibiting a
variety of architectural styles popular during the
Victorian period including Queen Anne, Shingle,
Eastlake and Colonial Revival. The houses share a
uniformity of scale, set backs and construction materials
that contnibute to the cohesiveness of the district’s
streetscapes. This uniformity, coupled with the dominant
design inherent in Warner’s original plan of subdivision,
conveys a strong sense of both time and place, that of a
Victorian garden suburb.”

The purpose of the designation and the role of the HPC is clearly described in the
Introduction to the Amendment (p.1):

"Once designated on the Master Plan for Historic
Preservation, any substantial changes to the exterior of a
resource or its environmental setting must be reviewed
by the Historic Preservation Commission and a historic
area work permit issued. The Ordinance also empowers
the County’s Department of Environmental Protection
and the Historic Preservation Commission to prevent the
demolition of historic buildings through neglect.

It is the intent of the Master Plan and Ordinance
to provide a system for evaluating, protecting and
enhancing Montgomery County’s heritage for the benefit
of present and future residents. The accompanying
challenge is to weave protection of this heritage into the
County’s planning program so as to maximize

d



community support for preservation and minimize
infringement on private property rights. "

A brief synopsis of the history of Kensington as presented in the adopted amendment
follows:

The town of Kensington began as a small
crossroads settlement along the Bladensburg Turnpike, an
early market road between the County’s major
north/south route, Old Georgetown Road, and the port of
Bladensburg on the Anacostia River in Prince George’s
County. When the B&O Railroad was built in 1873, the
crossroads settlement became known as Knowles Station,
named after the major land holding family in the area.

By 1890 Knowles Station had developed into a
village of several hundred people, most of whom were
living north of the railroad. In that year, Washington
financier, Brainard H. Warner, purchased and subdivided
property to the south and southwest of the railroad,
naming the area Kensington Park after the famous
London suburb. The subdivision was designed in the
Victorian manner with ample sized lots and a curvilinear
street pattern.

Warner established his own summer residence and
invited his friends to join him in this park-like setting
away from the heat and congestion of Washington. It is
this concentration of Victorian period, residential
structures located in the center of the town which
constitutes the core of the historic district.

PROJECT PROPOSAL

The proposal before ybu is to build a single-family dwelling of 2970 s.f. (footprint @
1485 s.f.) on a single lot measuring 50’ x 172.5°. This is considered "in-fill" housing and
staff will discuss below the implications of such construction at this site.

Site Description

Lot 25, Block 11 is currently part of a grouping of three lots (25, 26, 27) which
provide the environmental setting for the House at 3920 Baltimore Street, and constitutes the
west side yard for this house; Lot 27 provides the east side yard. Each of the three lots
measures 50’ x 172.5° (8,625 s.f.). The driveway is located on Lot 25, and leads to an
original "auto house" which is clad in wood shingles similar to those on the house. The
original doors are stored inside the garage, and the building has shifted off of its foundations
and is need of maintenance work. The lot is relatively flat, and gently rises from the street to
the rear yard area. There are some shrubs on this property, and trees to the rear.

The house at 3920 Baltimore Street has been identified as a Primary Resource (1910-
1930) in the Master Plan. It is a centered gable I-House with a rear ell, and several additions
to the rear and east side. There is some evidence that the house may actually be of an earlier

©



date than 1910, such as the use of fishscale shingles in the side gables as original cladding
(evident on the west gable end where the wood shingles are failing). Staff will look into the

construction date further, but clearly there is no question that this resource is a Primary
Resource within the Kensington Historic District.

Site Location with the Historic District

The dwelling at 3920 Baltimore Street sits on Lot 26 between its flanking side lots.
which provide a garden setting for the house. With three exceptions (3913, 3941 and 3948
Baltimore Street), all of the other houses on Baltimore Street in this portion between
Connecticut and Prospect are Primary Resources dating to 1880-1930.

3920 Baltimore Street is flanked by two large homes sitting on multiple lots. The
home to the east, 3914 Baltimore Street, 1s a Queen Anne Cottage (Primary Resource 1880-
1910) sitting on three lots. The house to the west at 3924 Baltimore Street is a large Georgian
Revival Cottage (1880-1910) with a hipped roof, sitting on two lots.

The streetscape on Baltimore Street was established with a building pattern where the
earliest purchasers typically bought 2 or more platted lots and built only one dwelling on the
property (1880-1910). The earliest homes are typically either the Queen Anne style - large
homes of irregular shape - or the Georgian Revival Cottage style - large symmetrical homes
with hipped roofs. These individual homes sit within a generous landscape where neighbors
are close by, but are not typically on adjacent lots. The suburban setting was landscaped,
treed, and spacious in contrast to the urban development of Washington, D.C.

The next period of development on this street (1910-1930) included the development of
three Colonial Revival style homes on lots purchased from existing homeowners. These
dwellings are characterized by their modest scale, massing, and size in contrast with the
earlier constructed dwellings.

Finally, there are two recently constructed buildings in this block - 3913 and 3948
Baltimore Street. The proposal for 3948 Baltimore Street came before the HPC prior to the
actual date that the designation of the Historic District took effect, and was considered solely
from the perspective of "substantial alteration.” This level of review is not comparable to the
review which is given to any proposals within an established historic district, and does not
provide guidance in terms of precedence.

The project at 3913 was approved by the HPC in August 1987, and is of concern to
staff as a possible precedence for in-fill construction in the Historic District. However, staff
feels that this new construction illustrates the potential concerns with in-fill construction, and
illustrates the potential for the loss of the environmental setting for the historic district as a
whole, and for individual resources within the district on their own.

The map on Circle 7 provides a quick reference to the pattern of development which
led to the existing conditions on Baltimore Street today. There are twenty buildings on
Baltimore Street between Connecticut Avenue and Prospect Street, and thirty-four platted lots.
The lots are of varying sizes because of the curving street plan. Therefore, the 20 lots which
are located in the straight section of Baltimore Street were platted at 50’ x’172.5. The
individual lots in the curving section of Baltimore are trapizoidal in shape measuring
approximately 70’ at the street and ca. 50’ at the street edge. Therefore, the lots have
differing square footage.



The development pattern generally shows that houses in the straight portion of
Baltimore Street occurred on multiple lots, while houses within the curving portion of the
street, where the individual lots have more square footage, appear sometimes on single lots
and sometimes on multiple lots.

The pattern of openness in this community has also been expressed by an evaluation of
the distances between houses, which is presented in the 1992 study Vision of Kensington: A
Long-Range Preservation Plan prepared by Traceries and PMA Associates, figure 34 (See
Circle 8). The pattern for the entire historic district is illustrated by the evaluation of front
yard setback and building separation for Block #11 which includes the south side of Baltimore
Street (where 3920 Baltimore is located) and the north side of Prospect Street. In this
particular evaluation, the average distance between buildings is 87.3°, ranging from 40’ to
170’. This block illustrates the point that the overall character of the streetscape is established
through a building pattern in the Kensington Historic District which is achieved through a
combination of large setback (typically 40’) and open space created by the distance between
buildings. The intervening open space provides the garden setting for the entire district, as
well as views across yards which provides the opportunity for long views through the
community; this helps to tie the different blocks together.

The existing development of the Kensington Historic District can also be characterized
by the percentage of lot coverage. As presented in the 1992 study Vision of Kensington: A
Long-Range Preservation Plan prepared by Traceries and PMA Associates, table on page 47
(Circle 9), the average lot is .42 acres (18,295 s.f.) and the average lot coverage is 9%.
The proposed development is on a lot size of only 8,625 s.f. or 47% of the average lot size.
The new construction would have a lot coverage of 20.3%, or 2.25 times the average lot
coverage.

PROJECT D RIPTION

The applicant proposes to build a two-story single-family dwelling on Lot 25. The
applicant proposes the removal of the existing driveway and garage, and the construction of a
new driveway to be shared by the new house on Lot 25 and the existing house on Lot 26.
The house which is being proposed has a footprint of approximately 1485 s.f. and would be a
total of 2970 s.f. A single-car garage is also proposed for the rear with a footprint of 264 s.f.
The total lot coverage would be 20.3%.

The new house would be set 48’ back from the street, with a side setback of 10’ on the
west side, and 12.4’ from the east boundary. The proposed house would be approximately
§2.4’ from the house on Lot 26, and approximately 15°-20’ from the house at 3924 Baltimore

treet.

The proposed new house is in a "neo-style”, which includes an irregular massing which
1s reminiscent of the Victorian Queen Anne houses, but has gable detailing and trim which is
more reminiscent of the Colonial Revival style. The proposed structure would utilize a steep
roof pitch and windows with 4/1 light. The garage is proposed in the same neo-styling. The
applicant has indicated that this particular house design was drawn up for another location and
1s proposed for this site as well.

STAFF DISCUSSION

Staff has some concerns with various aspects of this proposal, which include:
encroachment on environmental setting of the Historic District and the individual resources
within the district, the proposed demolition of a historic outbuilding, and the incompatibility of



the proposed development with existing patterns of development. This includes the loss of
open space, the proposed percentage of lot coverage, and the proposed use of a 19th century
style of architecture in the 20th century when there is a pattern of development in the 20th
century which is part of the historic district development.

In the determination of environmental setting for an individual site, the HPC considers
boundaries of a sufficient size which will provide the maintenance of the historic setting. In a
rural site, such as a farm complex, for example, the environmental setting may be set at
several acres to achieve the historic feeling. The determination of the boundaries of a
suburban historic district is the equivalent of the environmental setting for an individual site.
The boundaries are chosen to encompass the historic resources in their individual _
environmental settings which provide the sense and feel of a "district”. In other words, the
district is an accumulation of individual sites, none of which need to have "individual
distinction, provided that the grouping achieves significance as a whole within its historic
context.” (page 5 of Bulletin #15.) The basic importance of a district is the fact that it is a
"unified entity, even if it is often composed of a wide variety of resources.” (page 5 of

Bulletin #15.)

The studies on Kensington which quantiﬁed open space, lot coverage, existing rthythm
of development all provide measurable ways to evaluate the effect of proposed changes and
alterations to the historic district.

The issue of environmental setting is central to the designation of any historic site or
district because it is key in the retention of integrity of the district. It may be helpful to quote
from the National Register Bulletin #15, page 46 which discusses the evaluation of integrity of
historic districts:

"For a district to retain integrity as a whole, the
majority of the components that make up the district’s
historic character mnst possess integrity even if they are
individually undistinguished. In addition, the
relationships among the district’s components must be
substantially unchanged since the period of significance.

When evaluating the impact of intrusions upon the
district’s integrity, take into considerations the relative
number, size, scale, design, and location of the
components that do not contribute to the significance. A
district is not eligible if it contains so many alterations
or new intrusions that it no longer conveys the sense
of a historic environment.

A component of a district cannot contribute to the
significance if:

o if has been substantially altered since the
period of the district’s significance or

o it does not share the historic associations of the
district."

Further assistance in staff’s evaluation of this proposal is provided by the National
Register Bulletin #30 which provides guidelines for the evaluation of rural historic landscapes.



While Kensington is clearly a suburban rather than rural historic district, the description on
page 23 of Bulletin #30 concerning threats to integrity is helpful:

"Integrity may also be lost due to the cumulative
effect of relocated and lost historic buildings and
structures, interruptions in the natural succession of
vegetation, and the disappearance of small-scale
features that defined historic land uses."

In the case of this particular proposal, several elements within the historic district of
Kensington are proposed for demolition: the open space, the relationship of adjacent homes to
each other and to the landscape, and the historic outbuilding or "auto house".

The small garage was an important element in all of the suburbs around Washington.
While Kensington first developed around the railroad mode of transportation, the suburban
development around Washington really expanded dramatically with the introduction of the low-
cost automobile. At that point, every house added an "auto house”, which is best illustrated in
the Sanborne insurance maps. This particular garage may have been added after the
construction of the original house at 3920 Baltimore Street, but is clearly a historic outbuilding
which provides physical evidence of the historic development of Kensington. There are
several small garages of this scale still in Kensington, but a brief survey of Baltimore Street
illustrates that many of these key outbuildings have already been lost.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the HPC find that the proposed new construction within the
Kensington Historic District would be detrimental to the integrity of the Historic District. The
proposal would not be compatible with the existing patterns of development including rhythm
of building to open space, or the environmental setting of the District. This is based on the
fact that the proposed new construction would substantially exceed existing average lot
coverage, would be substantially below existing average distances between dwellings, that this
represents a cumulative loss of integrity for the Historic District as a whole through the above
non-conformace with existing development patterns and with the demolition of an existing
historic outbuilding.

Staff acknowledges that the seller is willing to forego development on Lot 27 if the
construction on Lot 25 is permitted. However, staff recommends that diminution to the
Historic District as a whole would be threatened by the incompatible development on Lot 25
which is not addressed by the easement proposal for Lot 27.






Relationships of Front Yard Setback and Building Separation

The front yard "setback” is the distance a building is set away or back from the property line on
the street or road which it fronts. The front yard setback determines how prominent a building
is in the streetscape of a community. When many buildings are involved, a pattern can be
established which helps to define the character of the streetscape through the width of
sidewalks, the amount of green space (lawn or vegetation area) between street and building, the
apparent scale of the buildings in relation to pedestrians, and other subtle qualities of the

" community. In combination with setbacks, building separation distances establish the openness
or visual porosity of the streetscape. Buildings which are separated allow for view and
landscape elements in the interstitial space. These relationships are illustrated in the map titled
Kensington Historic District Vacant Land and Open Space(Figure 34). :

Wi

Buﬂdlng Separation

Average Building
Setback Line

-

Pattern of Building Setbacks and Separation Distances for Block #11

Vision of Kensington: A Long Range Preservation Plan/Page 48




Lot Coverage Patterns _
Lot coverage is the ratio of the building footprint area to the overall lot area, and it reflects the
density of development on a given parcel of land. Lot coverage was identified using planimeter
take-offs of the building footprint area from the County's topography maps and compared with
lot areas to determine percent of coverage as given in the table Kensington Historic District Lot
Characteristics. Analysis of lot coverage in Kensington reveals that the density of development
is greater for the overall district than in the areas where the primary resources are located.

This is related to the inclusion of the commercial district for the calculation, as well as the use
of fewer lots per dwelling for post-1930s’ construction. The lower lot coverage figures for
primary resources reflects the pattern of using multiple lots for the older primary resource
dwellings. ’

Kensington Historic District Lot Characteristics
ﬂ

r Entire Distnict All Primary Resource 1890 - 1910 Pr 1es
Category mm...v opert
N
—————————————————
Lot Area Maximum 3.3 acres 3.3 acres 3.3 acres
Average 0.40 acres 0.38 acres 0.42 acres
Minimum 0.15 acres 0.15 acres 0.18 acres
1 I
Lot Maximum 25% 25% 25%
Coverage
g Average 15% 10% 9%
Minimum 5% 5% 5%
Front Yard Maximum 65 fr 65 ft 65 fr
Setback
Average 33 ft 35 ft 38 ft
Minimum 0 ft 20 ft 20 ft
Building Maximum 170 ft 170 ft 170 ft
Separation
Average 40 ft 55 ft 75 ft
Minimum 15 fr 20 ft 50 f1

Vision _of Kensingion:

A Long Range Preservation Plan/Page 47




3922 BALTIMORE ST, KE&NGTON .

Cover Letter Wednesday, July 05, 1995

Historic Preservation Commission
c/o Gwen Marcus

8787 Georgia Ave

Silver Spring, Md. 20910

Dear Commissioners:

I am requesting an opportunity to discuss our proposed project in the Kensington Historic District
and to seek your guidance prior to formally applying for Historic Area Work Permit. I understand
the next meeting I can participate in will be July 26, 1995.

It is my intention to build a house that will be a compliment to the street. I have sought to do this by
studying the features and characteristics of the existing houses in the District. Ms. Marcus has
supplied me helpful information on precedent architecture in Kensington. I feel the plans I am
submitting for your comment is a sensitive response what is most frequently found when you look at
existing architectural styles, roof form, building material, symmetrical and directional expression, and
important exterior features. '

I understand that style and features of new construction is not the only issue that may be of concern
to the Commission. I recognize the appearance of this house should not try to overpower its
neighbors. Therefore the body of this house is only 26’ wide at the front, it is 30’ wide including the
porch. To further reduce the prominence of this house my plan is to hold the house well back from
the established setback of the existing homes on the street.

Another issue, but one where sensitivity and good intentions can do little to mitigate, is that of
development of vacant lots in the district. I recognize there is a desire to maintain the spacing
between resource properties, even when these spaces are made up of valuable, approved, and
recorded lots that conform to existing zoning laws. There is, of course, established precedent for
H.P.C. approval of developments like mine, 3913 (lot 6 bk10) and 3948 Baltimore St. (lot 16 bk11)
both in 1987. 1 would like to state two points where the H.P.C. and the community may find it
serves the long term interests of preservation to approve my plan.

1) If an acceptable plan is approved for a house of no less than 2600 SF the current owner of
record of lots 25, 26, & 27 will sign for recordation a covenant or easement benefiting the H.P.C.
that will perpetually prohibit the development or separation of lot 27.

2) The seller of lot 25 is selling this valuable property in order to raise funds needed to finish
the restoration of the resource property at 3920 Baltimore St which could use the investment.

I look forward to meeting with you the 26th of July.

With Warm Regards,

R. Sterling Mehring
301-585-2600
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3922 BALTIMORE ST., KENSINGTON

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

~ We will be requesting a HAWP for: :
1) Removing the existing driveway and a 12’ wide structure which is described as a
garage or shed. '

The existing condition is highly deteriorated and is probably beyond repair.

Specifically, the bottom plates on the front wall, the front east side wall, and the rear west

side wall are off the footing and progressively collapsing. The roof is leaking and sagging.

There is severe damage from rot or termites in the It does appear to be original or
significant

2) To build a Single Family Residence on lot 25 Block 11 Kensington Park according

to the attached plans (delivered to you 3/32:1° scale).

Elevation #1

2645 SF, 4 Bedroom 2 & 1/2 Baths

1 Car Detached Garage, with 14’ shared driveway with 3920 Baltimore St.

Porch Roof - Standing seam tin roof

Windows - 2 over 1 or 4 over 1, true divided light, wood sashes

Frequent use of doubled windows

Siding - painted clapboards - “Omniwood” A processed product I prefer over wood
siding for its superior paint holding characteristics. Wood comer boards

Shutters - mounted on operable hinges.

Half light door with side lights

CHANGES NOT YET INCORPERATED INTO THE PLANS

Delete Wood Boxed Column, Now Turned porch posts - Tuscan

Side and rear porch to be narrowed 18” to make an overall width of 30’ in the rear.
Plan as shown will be reversed to allow porches to face driveway

R. STERLING MEHRING

2505 FOREST GLEN RD.
SILVER SPRING, MD. 20910
301-585-2600/ fax 301-608-2527
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MONTGOMERY DEVELOPMENT PARTNERS

Sterling Mehring

2505 Forest Glen Rd.
Silver Spring, MD
20910

Phone J01) 585 - 2600
Fax. J01) 608 - 2527

PROJECT

Lot 25 Block 1t

Kensington, 33 A-11
J922 Ballimore Street
Kensington, Maryland
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3922 BALTIMORE ST., KENSINGTON
ADJOINERS LIST

Legal Description
Lots 28,29,30 Block 11

Lot 6 Block 10

Lots 7 & 8 Block 10

Lots 9 & P10 Block 10
Lots 26, 27 Block 11

Lots P10, 11, 12 Block 10
Lots 23 & 24 Block 11
Lots 6 & 7 Block 11

Lots 8,9, P10 Block 11

Lots P10, 11, 12 Block 11

Craig and Pat Reynolds
Walter E. Schmitt &
Kathryn D. Hoyle

James and Barbara Wagner
Seaborn and J. W. McCrory
Jeanie L. Ahearn

Thomas F. and M.J. Fisher
John H. and J.B. Lossing
Lawrence |. and M.M. Ott

John H. and V.G. O’Neill

Charles C. and H.C. Wilkes

Address
3914 Baltimore St.
Kensington, Md. 20895

3913 Baltimore St.
Kensington, Md. 20895

3915 Baltimore St.
Kensington, Md. 20895

3919 Baltimore St.
Kensington, Md. 20895

3920 Baltimore St.
Kensington, Md. 20895

3923 Baltimore St.
Kensington, Md. 20895

3924 Baltimore St.
Kensington, Md. 20895

- 3911 Prospect St.

Kensington, Md. 20895

3915 Prospect St.
Kensington, Md. 20895

3923 Prospect St.
Kensington, Md. 20895
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3922 BALTIMORE ST., KENSINGTON

EXHIBITS



3922 BALTIMORE ST.. KENSINGTON
PHOTOS - Lot 25

Lot From Street

View from Lot




3922 BALTIMORE ST.. KENSINGTON
PHOTOS - Lot 25

Front of Lot-Looking East

Front of Lot-Looking West




3922 BALTIMORE ST.. KENSINGTON
PHOTOS - garage
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3922 BALTIMORE ST.. KENSINGTON

PHOTOS - garage+
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3922 BALTIMORE ST., KENSINGTON
PHOTOS

e

garage+




3922 BALTIMORE ST.. KENSINGTON
PHOTOS - 3920 Baltimore St.

House From
Front of Lot 25

House From
Lot 25
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e 3922 BALTIMORE ST., KENSINGTON
PHOTOS - 3920 Baltimore St.

Front View

House From
Lot 27
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HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION STAFF REPORT

Address: Lot 25, 3920 Baltimore Avenue Meeting Date: 7/26/95
Resource: Kensington Historic District (31/6) Review: PRELIMINARY
CONSULTATION
Case Number: Not applicable Tax Credit: No
Public Notice: 7/12/95 Report Date: 7/19/95
Applicant: R. Sterling Mehring Staff: Robin D. Ziek
PROPOSAL: New single family dwelling RECOMMEND: Do not
proceed to
HAWP
BACKGROUND

The Kensington Historic District was established in July, 1986 when the County
Council adopted an amendment to the Montgome nty Master Plan for Historic
Preservation. As stated in the Amendment (p.2),

"The district is architecturally significant as a collection
of late 19th and early 20th century houses exhibiting a
variety of architectural styles popular during the
Victorian period including Queen Anne, Shingle,
Eastlake and Colonial Revival. The houses share a
uniformity of scale, set backs and construction materials
that contribute to the cohesiveness of the district’s
streetscapes. This uniformity, coupled with the dominant
design inherent in Warner’s original plan of subdivision,
conveys a strong sense of both time and place, that of a
Victorian garden suburb."

The purpose of the designation and the role of the HPC is clearly described in the
Introduction to the Amendment (p.1):

"Once designated on the Master Plan for Historic
Preservation, any substantial changes to the exterior of a
resource or its environmental setting must be reviewed
by the Historic Preservation Commission and a historic
area work permit issued. The Ordinance also empowers
the County’s Department of Environmental Protection
and the Historic Preservation Commission to prevent the
demolition of historic buildings through neglect.

It is the intent of the Master Plan and Ordinance
to provide a system for evaluating, protecting and
enhancing Montgomery County’s heritage for the benefit
of present and future residents. The accompanying
challenge is to weave protection of this heritage into the
County’s planning program so as to maximize

4



community support for preservation and minimize
infringement on private property rights."

A brief synopsis of the history of Kensington as presented in the adopted amendment
follows:

The town of Kensington began as a small :
crossroads settlement along the Bladensburg Turnpike, an
early market road between the County’s major
north/south route, Old Georgetown Road, and the port of
Bladensburg on the Anacostia River in Prince George’s
County. When the B&O Railroad was built in 1873, the
crossroads settlement became known as Knowles Station,
named after the major land holding family in the area.

By 1890 Knowles Station had developed into a
village of several hundred people, most of whom were
living north of the railroad. In that year, Washington -
financier, Brainard H. Wamer, purchased and subdivided
property to the south and southwest of the railroad,
naming the area Kensington Park after the famous
London suburb. The subdivision was designed in the
Victorian manner with ample sized lots and a curvilinear
street pattern.

Warner established his own summer residence and
invited his friends to join him in this park-like setting
away from the heat and congestion of Washington. It is
this concentration of Victorian period, residential
structures located in the center of the town which
constitutes the core of the historic district.

PROJECT PROPOSAL

The proposal before you is to build a single-family dwelling of 2970 s.f. (footpﬁnt @
1485 s.f.) on a single lot measuring 50’ x 172.5°’. This 1s considered "in-fill" housing and
staff will discuss below the implications of such construction at this site.

Site Description

Lot 25, Block 11 is currently part of a grouping of three lots (25, 26, 27) which
provide the environmental setting for the House at 3920 Baltimore Street, and constitutes the
west side yard for this house; Lot 27 provides the east side yard. Each of the threc lots
measures 50’ x 172.5° (8,625 s.f.). The driveway is located on Lot 25, and leads to an
original "auto house" which is clad in wood shingles similar to those on the house. The
original doors are stored inside the garage, and the building has shifted off of its foundations
and is need of maintenance work. The lot is relatively flat, and gently rises from the street to
the rear yard area. There are some shrubs on this property, and trees to the rear.

The house at 3920 Baltimore Street has been identified as a Primary Resource (1910-
1930) in the Master Plan. It is a centered gable I-House with a rear ell, and several additions
to the rear and east side. There is some evidence that the house may actually be of an earlier

©



date than 1910, such as the use of fishscale shingles in the side gables as original cladding
(evident on the west gable end where the wood shingles are failing). Staff will look into the
construction date further, but clearly there is no question that this resource is a Primary
Resource within the Kensington Historic District.

Site Location with the Historic District

The dwelling at 3920 Baltimore Street sits on Lot 26 between its flanking side lots
which provide a garden setting for the house. With three exceptions (3913, 3941 and 3948
Baltimore Street), all of the other houses on Baltimore Street in this portion between
Connecticut and Prospect are Primary Resources dating to 1880-1930.

3920 Baltimore Street is flanked by two large homes sitting on multiple lots. The
home to the east, 3914 Baltimore Street, 1s a Queen Anne Cottage (Primary Resource 1880-
1910) sitting on three lots. The house to the west at 3924 Baltimore Street is a large Georgian
Revival Cottage (1880-1910) with a hipped roof, sitting on two lots.

The streetscape on Baltimore Street was established with a building pattern where the
earliest purchasers typically bought 2 or more platted lots and built only one dwelling on the
property (1880-1910). The earliest homes are typically either the Queen Anne style - large
homes of irregular shape - or the Georgian Revival Cottage style - large symmetrical homes
with hipped roofs. These individual homes sit within a generous landscape where neighbors
are close by, but are not typically on adjacent lots. The suburban setting was landscaped,
treed, and spacious in contrast to the urban development of Washington, D.C.

The next period of development on this street (1910-1930) included the development of
three Colonial Revival style homes on lots purchased from existing homeowners. These
dwellings are characterized by their modest scale, massing, and size in contrast with the
earlier constructed dwellings.

Finally, there are two recently constructed buildings in this block - 3913 and 3948
Baltimore Street. The proposal for 3948 Baltimore Street came before the HPC prior to the
actual date that the designation of the Historic District took effect, and was considered solely
from the perspective of "substantial alteration.” This level of review is not comparable to the
review which is given to any proposals within an established historic district, and does not
provide guidance in terms of precedence.

The project at 3913 was approved by the HPC in August 1987, and is of concern to
staff as a possible precedence for in-fill construction in the Historic District. However, staff
feels that this new construction illustrates the potential concerns with in-fill construction, and
illustrates the potential for the loss of the environmental setting for the historic district as a
whole, and for individual resources within the district on their own.

The map on Circle 7 provides a quick reference to the pattern of development which
led to the existing conditions on Baltimore Street today. There are twenty buildings on
Baltimore Street between Connecticut Avenue and Prospect Street, and thirty-four platted lots.
The lots are of varying sizes because of the curving street plan. Therefore, the 20 lots which
are located in the straight section of Baltimore Street were platted at 50° x’172.5. The
individual lots in the curving section of Baltimore are trapizoidal in shape measuring
approximately 70’ at the street and ca. 50’ at the street edge. Therefore, the lots have
differing square footage.



The development pattern generally shows that houses in the straight portion of
Baltimore Street occurred on multiple lots, while houses within the curving portion of the
street, where the individual lots have more square footage, appear sometimes on single lots
and sometimes on multiple lots.

The pattern of openness in this community has also been expressed by an evaluation of
the distances between houses, which is presented in the 1992 study Vision of Kensington: A
Long-Range Preservation Plan prepared by Traceries and PMA Associates, figure 34 (See
Circle 8). The pattern for the entire historic district is illustrated by the evaluation of front
yard setback and building separation for Block #11 which includes the south side of Baltimore
Street (where 3920 Baltimore is located) and the north side of Prospect Street. In this
particular evaluation, the average distance between buildings is 87.3’, ranging from 40’ to
170°. This block illustrates the point that the overall character of the streetscape is established
through a building pattern in the Kensington Historic District which is achieved through a
combination of large setback (typically 40’) and open space created by the distance between
buildings. The intervening open space provides the garden setting for the entire district, as
well as views across yards which provides the opportunity for long views through the
community; this helps to tie the different blocks together.

The existing development of the Kensington Historic District can also be characterized
by the percentage of lot coverage. As presented in the 1992 study Vision of Kensington: A
Long-Range Preservation Plan prepared by Traceries and PMA Associates, table on page 47
(Circle 9), the average lot is .42 acres (18,295 s.f.) and the average lot coverage is 9%.
The proposed development is on a lot size of only 8,625 s.f. or 47% of the average lot size.
The new construction would have a lot coverage of 20.3%, or 2.25 times the average lot
coverage. :

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The applicant proposes to build a two-story single-family dwelling on Lot 25. The
applicant proposes the removal of the existing driveway and garage, and the construction of a
new driveway to be shared by the new house on Lot 25 and the existing house on Lot 26.
The house which is being proposed has a footprint of approximately 1485 s.f. and would be a
total of 2970 s.f. A single-car garage is also proposed for the rear with a footprint of 264 s.f.
The total lot coverage would be 20.3%.

The new house would be set 48’ back from the street, with a side setback of 10’ on the
west side, and 12.4’ from the east boundary. The proposed house would be approximately
22.4’° from the house on Lot 26, and approximately 15’-20° from the house at 3924 Baltimore
Street.

The proposed new house is in a "neo-style", which includes an irregular massing which
is reminiscent of the Victorian Queen Anne houses, but has gable detailing and trim which is
more reminiscent of the Colonial Revival style. The proposed structure would utilize a steep
roof pitch and windows with 4/1 light. The garage is proposed in the same neo-styling. The
applicant has indicated that this particular house design was drawn up for another location and
is proposed for this site as well.

STAFF DISCUSSION

Staff has some concerns with various aspects of this proposal, which include:
encroachment on environmental setting of the Historic District and the individual resources
within the district, the proposed demolition of a historic outbuilding, and the incompatibility of

9,



the proposed development with existing patterns of development. This includes the loss of
open space, the proposed percentage of lot coverage, and the proposed use of a 19th century
style of architecture in the 20th century when there is a pattern of development in the 20th
century which is part of the historic district development.

In the determination of environmental setting for an individual site, the HPC considers
boundaries of a sufficient size which will provide the maintenance of the historic setting. Ina
rural site, such as a farm complex, for example, the environmental setting may be set at
several acres to achieve the historic feeling. The determination of the boundaries of a
suburban historic district is the equivalent of the environmental setting for an individual site.
The boundaries are chosen to encompass the historic resources in their individual
environmental settings which provide the sense and feel of a "district". In other words, the
district is an accumulation of individual sites, none of which need to have "individual
distinction, provided that the grouping achieves significance as a whole within its historic
context." (page 5 of Bulletin #15.) The basic importance of a district is the fact that it is a
"unified entity, even if it is often composed of a wide variety of resources.” (page 5 of
Bulletin #15.)

The studies on Kensington which quantified open space, lot coverage, existing rhythm
of development all provide measurable ways to evaluate the effect of proposed changes and
alterations to the historic district.

The issue of environmental setting is central to the designation of any historic site or
district because it is key in the retention of integrity of the district. It may be helpful to quote
from the National Register Bulletin #15, page 46 which discusses the evaluation of integrity of
historic districts:

"For a district to retain integrity as a whole, the
majority of the components that make up the district’s
historic character must possess integrity even if they are
individually undistinguished. In addition, the
relationships among the district’s components must be
substantially unchanged since the period of significance.

When evaluating the impact of intrusions upon the
district’s integrity, take into considerations the relative
number, size, scale, design, and location of the
components that do not contribute to the significance. A
district is not eligible if it contains so many alterations
or new intrusions that it no longer conveys the sense
of a historic environment.

A component of a district cannot contribute to the
significance if:

o if has been substantially altered since the
period of the district’s significance or

o it does not share the historic associations of the
district."”

Further assistance in staff’s evaluation of this proposal is provided by the National
Register Bulletin #30 which provides guidelines for the evaluation of rural historic landscapes.




While Kensington is clearly a suburban rather than rural historic district, the description on
page 23 of Bulletin #30 concerning threats to integrity is helpful:

"Integrity may also be lost due to the cumulative
effect of relocated and lost historic buildings and
structures, interruptions in the natural succession of
vegetation, and the disappearance of small-scale
features that defined historic land uses."

In the case of this particular proposal, several elements within the historic district of
Kensington are proposed for demolition: the open space, the relationship of adjacent homes to
each other and to the landscape, and the historic outbuilding or "auto house".

The small garage was an important element in all of the suburbs around Washington.
While Kensington first developed around the railroad mode of transportation, the suburban
development around Washington really expanded dramatically with the introduction of the low-
cost automobile. At that point, every house added an "auto house", which is best illustrated in
the Sanborne insurance maps. This particular garage may have been added after the
construction of the original house at 3920 Baltimore Street, but is clearly a historic outbuilding
which provides physical evidence of the historic development of Kensington. There are
several small garages of this scale still in Kensington, but a brief survey of Baltimore Street
illustrates that many of these key outbuildings have already been lost.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the HPC find that the proposed new construction within the
Kensington Historic District would be detrimental to the integrity of the Historic District. The
proposal would not be compatible with the existing patterns of development including rhythm
of building to open space, or the environmental setting of the District. This is based on the
fact that the proposed new construction would substantially exceed existing average lot
coverage, would be substantially below existing average distances between dwellings, that this
represents a cumulative loss of integrity for the Historic District as a whole through the above
non-conformace with existing development patterns and with the demolition of an existing
historic outbuilding.

Staff acknowledges that the seller is willing to forego development on Lot 27 if the
construction on Lot 25 is permitted. However, staff recommends that diminution to the
Historic District as a whole would be threatened by the incompatible development on Lot 25
which is not addressed by the easement proposal for Lot 27.
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MARYLAND-NATIONAL CAPITAL PARK AND PLANNING COMMISSION

8787 Georgia Avenue o Silver Spring Maryland 20910-3760

MEMORANDUM

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

DATE:

Historic Preservation Commission
Robin D. Zieg, Historic Preservation Planner

Preliminary Consultation at 3920 Baltimore Street
Kensington Historic District

Tuly 21, 1995

Enclosed please find additional information which is relevant to Packet Item III-A for

the July 26,

1995 HPC hearing.

One of the Town Commissioners provided us with a copy of the enclosed Deed which
provides additional information about the conditions of possible sale for Lots 25, 26, and 27

at 3920 Baltimore.

The enclosed Deed stipulates in effect that, prior to July 12, 1996, the individual lots
may not be individually sold, or a new dwelling built upon either lot 25 or lot 27.
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UBERB 9 1 & FOLRE 6 S

Made this 12th day of July,
unmarried, party of the first part; and Jeanie L. Ahearn, as to an undivided
one-half intercst and Vincent P. Ahearn, III and Rebecca B. Ahearn, his wife,
As Tenants by the Entirety as to an undivided ogme-half interest, parties of

the second part.

1989, by and betws:en Virginia U. Browm,

WITNISSETH that in consideration of the sum of $345,000.00, receipt ot

which is hereby acknowledged,

and whick the party ot the first party certifies

under the penalties of perjury as the actual consideration paid or to be paid,
including the amount of any mortgage or deed of trust outstanding, the said
party of the first part does grant and convey unto the parties of the second
part in fee simple, as Tenants in Common, all that property situate in
Montgomery County, State of Maryland, described as:

Lots Twenty-five (25), Twenty-six (Z€) and Twenty-seven (27) in
Block numpered Eleven (11) in the subdivision known as
PARK" as per plat thereof recorded in Plat Book B at Plat 4 among
the Land Records of Montgomery County, Marvland.

with the address of: 3920 Baltimore Street, Kensington. Mnrylaq¢ 20895.

We hereby swear or affirm that the actual conslderation for

action is $370,000.00.

M, L /2. lcqz?rﬁ/\,,(auw
-"‘V

cent ®»—A&hearn,

Rebecca B. ahearn

This property is subject to the following covenants and restrictions:
Neither Purchaser nor their assigns, successnrs-jon-interest or subsequent
owners shall within seven (7) years of the date of conveyance herein (1) sell
any of the lots separately but only as an entfire property; (2) subdivide any
of the existiag lots which constitute the entire property under this coutract;
or (3) comstruct a dwelling on any of the lcots constituting the propeizy

described herein.

This provisions snali not preciude Purcnaser ot acy assigne

tevensir.cting any

vt owrer within sdid time poriod

dweiling.

constructing an additien to the existitg dweiling,
These covenants

safage or olher structure not iutended {or use as a duelling.
shall run with the land until the above seven (7) year perlod explres.

and Restrictions.

Purchasers heraby accept said Cuv‘nanlq

g Tad it
Ln
;A

[dé L (SEal)

TO HAVE AND JO HOLD said land and premises above descriped
and hereby intended to be conveyed,
ments thereupon erected,made or being, and all and ecvery citle,
privileges, appurtenances and advantages thercunto belonging or
appertaining, usto and for the proper use only, benefit and behoof forever of
sald partiex of the second part in fee simple.
Being the same property described in Liber 3845,

Case 33

together with rhe buildings
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ASD the said party of the first party does hereby covenant to warrant
specially the property hereby conveyed; and to execute such further asaurances

of said land as may be requisite.

WITNESS: Virginia H. Brown
7
___¢£;42t§E32?‘12€c‘k.//

STATE OF MARYLAND
COUNTY OF MONTGOMERY

1 BEREBY CERTIFY that on this 12th day of July, 1983, before me, the
subscriber, a Notary PUblic of the State and County aforesald, personally
appeared Jeanie L. Ahearn, Vincent P. Ahearn, IlI and Rebecca B .Ahearmn,
known to me (or satisfactorily proven to be) the persons whose nawes are
subscribed to the withsn instaument and did acknowledge that they executed
the same for the purposes therein contained. ;

WITNESS my hand and seal.

*to wit:

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have hereunto set Ay hand and affixed ay of‘ic(al
seal the day and year aforesaid. .

Notary.
My Ccomission expires: 7/1/90
’ L R. FRIT

STATE OF MARYLAND
COUNTY OF MONTGOMERY

1 HERESY CERTIFY cthat on this 12th day of July, 1989, before me, the
subscriber, a Notary Public of the State arnd County aforesaid, personally
appeared Virginia H. Brown, known to me (or ratisfactorily proven to be) the
pergson vhose name is subscribed to the withia instrument and did acknowledge
that she executed the same for the purposes therein contained.

fro wit:

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have hereunto/7e: my hand and) affixed my official

seal the day and year aforesaid!
(et oA

Vo:dry,)ubllc,
. ] 7

My Cemmission expires: 7/1/96 I
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APFIDAVIT OP PURCHASER REGARDING
EXEMPTION FROM STATE TRANSFER TAX

After belng duly sworn. the undersig.-d Purchaser(s) depose and say the following
under oath pursuant to MD. TAX PROP.CODE ANN. S$S13-203 (1987 Sup.). as amended by
1988 MD. Laws 197:

1. The undersigned is/are the Grantee(s) of real property located at:

Address: 3920 Baltimore Street
Kensington, Maryland 20395

being more particularly described as Lot/Unit 25.26.27. Block 11,
Subdivisfon/Condominium XENSINGTON PARK, Montgomery County. Maryland.

2. Said real property is improved by a residence whlch the undersigned
Grantee(s) will ocupy.

3. Tbhis affidavit is being executed in order to obtain an exemptinn from the "
Maryland State Transfer Tax on the first $30.000 of consideratian payable for angé%“

instrument of writing for residentially improved owner-occuplied real property

pursuant to the aforesald statute.

Grantee-Purcherse -
\1/ Adiis ,[(Z(( 48\ Vincent P. Aheam 1484
/eauie L. Ahearn. R4 <t F L [onc™ g

{ & 2 p ai"’ Qo

Graptee Purchps-r
Revecca B. Anearn

Subscribed and sworn to vefore me this 12th day of Jualy, 1389,
,&L i’&m,u, A
ary Pub
My Cosmission Explres: Ju'y 1. 1490 / IFN" R oer N
[
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ATTACHED TO AND MADE A PAKT OF THAT CERTAIN INSTRUMENT DATED THE

12th DAY OF July. 1984

C'ERK'S [NDEX SHEET
{for the purpose of proper indexing only}

Pursuant to the provisions and requirements of Section 3-501 of the Keal Pruperty
Code of Maryland (1381 Repl. Vol.), the following additional information is
declared by the parties hereto to be contaired within thls instrument

i s & “omiilicw met POTELALIAG

1. TYPE OF INSTRUMENT: DEED
2. CONSIDERATION (APPLIES ONLY TO DLEDS;: $345.006.00

3. PARCEL ID/TAX ACCOUNT SUBDIVISION L BLOCK/UNIT
15-15-1018977 KENSINGTON PARX 25.26.2711
4. GRANTOR'S NAME AND ADDRESS: Virginla H. Grown

3050 Nilitary Road. NW, $208
washington, DC 20015

5. GRANTEE'S NAME AND ADDRESS: Jeanie L. Ahearn, Vincen: P. Ahearn {{l and
- Rebecca B. Ahearn
i 3920 Baltimore Street
Kensington, Maryland 20895

6. NAME OF TITLE INSURANCE COMPANY: District Realty TItle Insurance Corporation

. Mr. Clerk: After recording please see that the orlginal of the forusgoing
' ingtrument fis:

Hariled tadiditional $0 50 0 oN¢

.
ur
XX Held at Clerk's Office W :
[ 4

POR: Willlam M. MacHale
11501 Georgia Avenue, Ste 205

whezton. Maryland 26992 ?
DO NOT WRITE BELOW THIS 1LINE .
TO BE COMPTETED BY CLERK QF THE COURT
’
“}_/
- VERIFFIED By C /\

(Clerk's Office) ~ -




ALAN R.SWENDIMAN
ATTORNEY AT LAW
JACKSON & CAMPBELL,P.C.

SUITE 300 SOUTH

1120 20™ STREET.N.W. 200 A MONROE STREET
WASHINGTON, 0.C. 20026 ROCKVILLE, MARYLAND 22850
(202! 457-1600 {301 340 0450

HOM' C%v \) 746- 2‘7@

Q“’Drw\ b Viegsia Boun

[ 4



THE QNSINGTON HISTORICAL SO&ETY
P.0. BOX 453
KENSINGTON, MARYLAND 20895

21 July 1995

Historic Preservation Commission
8787 Georgia Avenue
Silver Spring, MD 20910

Dear Commissioners:

At the 17 July 1995 meeting of the Kensington Historical Society’s (IKHS) Board of
Directors, it was unanimously recommended that a letter be transmitted to the Historic
Preservation Commission (HPC) explaining the KHS’ concemn about the proposed
construction of a single family house on Lot 25 of Block 26, 3920 Baltimore Street,
Kensington, Maryland. The Parcel’s 50 foot width will result in a house of much smaller
footprint; thus it will be out of place within the surrounding homes. Consequently it would
substantially change the entire street-scape which is totally turn-of-the century homes
constructed in Queen Ann, Shingle, Eastlake, and Colonial Revival styles. These houses share
a uniformity of style, scale, setbacks, and construction materials that make up this Victorian
suburb that was recognized when the Kensington Historic District was created in July 1986
when the County Council adopted it in an amendment to the Montgomery County Master
Plan for Historic Preservation. '

It is our understanding that the subject property is controlled by a seven year covenant which
prohibits: the sale of any of the lots separately; subdividing any of the lots; or constructing a
building on any of the lots. The subject covenant will expire on 12 July 1996 not in 1995 as
implied in the R. Sterling Mehring request of 5 July 1995 to construct a house on Lot 25.

The KHS Board of Directors understands that the adjacent neighbor, Dr. Lossing (3924
Baltimore Street) had recently offercd the owner of Block 26, $80,000 for purchase subject
Lot 25 in order to keep the land in its original condition. Dr. Lossing’s offer was refused.

The KHS supports keeping ﬂﬁs Lot in its present state for the preservation of open space.
Accordingly, it is the KHS’ recommendation that Lot 25 of Block 26 be preserved as open
space as was the intent of the original builder of the house.

Sincerely yours,
Noel J. Raufaste
President, Kensington Historital Society




87/26/1995 ©9:30 301 402497. DR. SHULMAN . PAGE

July 24, 1995

Kengington LAP Meeting

Members: Shulman, Stuart, Dedes, Ritzman, Wagner, Gurvey,
0’Donnell (nominees Basil, van Emmerik)

Visitors: Lossing, Wilket J.0’Malley .

Tree removal at 3806 wWashington Street Case 31/6-930

There have been a number of silver maples in Kensington of
the same vintage and condition, as the one at 3806 wWash, St. that
responded for many years to judicious pruning and care. Since
healthy main trunks and large branches accounting for over 2/3 of
the tree have already been removed, the tree has been destroyed
without permit. The magnolia for which permission to trim has
been requested has already been hacked back., Mr. Fleming is fully
aware of historic preservation regquirements and even prides
himgself on this knowledge. He has flaunted the rules as he has
repeatedly done in the course of this application. 2 letter from
Mr. Ritzman to Ms. Marcus concerning this matter contains other
pertinent comments.

All members of the LAP agreed that the following conditions
should acompany retrospective approval:

1. An occupancy permit on any proposed structure should be
withheld until planting of new trees stipulated to be planted has
taken place and is approved by a professional arborist at Mr.
Fleming’s expensge.

2. The course of the new driveway should be stipulated by the
arborist to assure protaction of as many trees as possible.
Special protection measures to be used on the magnolia should be
inspected by the arborist for approval before building proceeds.

3. Mr. Fleming should be cited by the EPA and receive a fine
for his callous diaregard of regulations.

Preliminary Consultation for construction at 3922 Baltimore
Street.

All LAP members and visitors at the meeting agreed that the
HPC Staff Report was outstanding. HPC stcaff conclusions and

recommendations were unanimously and enthusiastically endorsed by
the LAP.

Discussion brought out that :

1. A large holly and large red-bud tree that would be removed
are not documented in the proposal.

2. The garage appears to be made of cyprus and is salvable.
It should not be allowed to undergo demolition by neglect.

3. An offer has been made by a neighbor to purchase the

parcel for preservation.
- g q%ﬁ Z

N. R. Shulman, Chairman

82




Testimony Before the Historic Preservation Commission
Regarding the Preliminary Consultation
for new construction at
_ Lot 25 Block 11 Kensington Park Subdivision
Good Evening

My name is Barbara Wagner. | live at 3915 Baltimore Street in the Kensington
Historic District. | come before you tonight as a neighbor of the proposed development,
a resident of the Kensington Historic District, a founding member of the Kensington
Historical Society, and a former Commissioner.

First, the staff report developed for this case is one of the finest | have read. As
one of the Commissioners who identified the need for a study quantifying the
characteristics of the Kensington Historic District, | am pleased to see quotations from
the 1992 study, Vision of Kensington: A Long-Range Preservation Plan, and look
forward to receiving a copy. | believe that its regular use in Histroric Area Work Permit
application reviews will help the HPC develop consistent decisions and strengthen
public trust.

To return to tonight's agenda, | wish to speak to staff's concern that the project at
3913 Baltimore Street sets a possible precedent for in-fill construction in the Historic
District. When 3913 Baltimore Street was approved in August 1987, the Kensington
Historic District had been a Montgomery County Historic District since July 1986. The
District's understanding of the Montgomery County Historic Preservation Ordinance
was both incomplete and evolving. The Neo-Victorian constructed at 3913 Baltimore
Street provided the community with a concrete example of in-fill construction's intrusive
nature. The house interrupted both the rhythm of the streetscape and the historical
pattern of development on Baltimore Street. It permanently altered the environmental
setting of the Historic District. The impact was most deleterious to the primary
resources located at 3911 and 3915 Baltimore Street. To illustrate the damage to the
environmental setting of those two resources, I've attached photographs of 3911 and
3915 before and after the construction. Please note that the after photograph is taken
from the identical location, however 3911 Baltimore Street is no longer visible.

3913 Baltimore Street helped awaken the Kensington community. It provided an
incentive to the community in its successful challenge to Historic Area Work Permit
applications at Carroll Place and Prospect Street. Through the Carroll Place challenge,
the HPC now has a legal opinion that through the Ordinance, the HPC may protect the
Kensington Historic District's environmental setting along with its architectural
elements.

| urge the HPC to acknowledge 3913 Baltimore Street's deleterious impact upon
the Historic District and pledge to protect its integrity.
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3922 BALTIMORE ST., KENSINGTON

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

We will be requesting a HAWP for:
1) Removing the existing driveway and a 12’ wide structure which is described as a
garage or shed.

The existing condition is highly deteriorated and is probably beyond repair.
Specifically, the bottom plates on the front wall, the front east side wall, and the rear west
side wall are off the footing and progressively collapsing. The roof is leaking and sagging.
There is severe damage from rot or termites in the It does J/agpear to be original or
significant o

2) To build a Single Family Residence on lot 25 Block 11 Kensington Park according
to the attached plans (delivered to you 3/32:1” scale).
Elevation #1
2645 SF, 4 Bedroom 2 & 1/2 Baths
1 Car Detached Garage, with 14” shared driveway with 3920 Baltimore St.
Porch Roof - Standing seam tin roof
Windows - 2 over 1 or 4 over 1, true divided light, wood sashes
Frequent use of doubled windows
Siding - painted clapboards - “Omniwood” A processed product I prefer over wood
siding for its superior paint holding characteristics. Wood corner boards
Shutters - mounted on operable hinges.
e Halflight door with side lights
CHANGES NOT YET INCORPERATED INTO THE PLANS
o Delete Wood Boxed Column, Now Turned porch posts - Tuscan
Side and rear porch to be narrowed 18 to make an overall width of 30’ in the rear.
Plan as shown will be reversed to allow porches to face driveway

R. STERLING MEHRING

2505 FOREST GLEN RD.
SILVER SPRING, MD. 20910
301-585-2600/ fax 301-608-2527
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3922 BALTIMORE ST., KENSINGTON

EXHIBITS
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STERLING MEHRING.
2505 FOREST GLEN ROAD
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